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DETAILED ACTION 



Status of Claims 

1. This action is in reply to the remarks and amendment for Application 10/681,286 filed on 
8/17/2007. 

2. Claims 5, 9, 11-13, 19 and 22 have been amended. 

3. Claims 1-24 are currently pending and have been examined. 



Information Disclosure Statement 

4. The Supplemental Information Disclosure Statement filed on 8/17/2007 has been considered. 
An initialed copy of the Form 1449 is enclosed herewith. 



Drawing Objections 

5. The examiner acknowledges the replacement sheet drawings in Appendix "A" which the 
Applicant has submitted in response to the drawing objections made. The examiner 
respectfully thanks the Applicant for his response. The objections to the drawings are 
withdrawn. 



Response to Arguments 
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6. The applicant's arguments filed on August 17, 2007 have been considered but are not 
persuasive. The applicant's arguments will be addressed in sequential order as they were set 
forth in the "Remarks" section. 

7. Applicant's arguments with respect to whether it was legally proper to modify Kelley in the 
manner allegedly taken by the Examiner has been considered but is unpersuasive. The 
examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the 
teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention when there is some teaching, 
suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references themselves or in the 
knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 
F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 
(Fed. Cir. 1992). Reese teaches an embodiment that generates displays or reports. Kelley 
teaches an embodiment which enables a user to rearrange, summarize, maximize, filter and 
sort information for display. Thus, there is motivation to combine Reese and Kelley as both 
inventions are found in fields of endeavors, which, while not unrelated, are also within the 
scope and reasoning of one of ordinary skill in the art. 

8. Applicant's arguments with regard to independent claim 1 (Section "A"), has been considered 
but is unpersuasive. The applicant argues that Reese allegedly fails to cure the admitted 
deficiency of Kelley. In particular, that Reese does not appear to teach or suggest filtering 
research reports based on at least a measure of the contributors' past performance. The 
examiner respectfully disagrees and points out that Kelley was relied upon to teach existing 
means of filtering of information for display. The prior art of Reese was added and relied upon 
to disclose where displays of information or reports containing investment security 
recommendations could include the performance of the recommenders or contributors (Reese, 
Abstract, lines 2-3 and lines 8-10). Thus, Reese, in this instance, is able to teach the admitted 
deficiency of Kelley. 
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9. Applicant's arguments with regard to independent claim 5 (Section "B"), has been considered 
but is unpersuasive. The applicant argues that neither Kelley nor Reese, either alone or in 
combination, appear to teach or suggest the feature of filtering research reports for a plurality 
of contributors based on at least a measure of the contributors' past performance. The 
examiner respectfully disagrees and points out that Kelley discloses where filtering is used to 
ensure that relevant and appropriate data is presented most prominently (Kelley, paragraph 
34, lines 5-8: "incorporating information from various sources info"; "Filtering is used to 
ensure that the relevant and appropriate data is presented most prominently."); further 
wherein such filtered information is sorted according to the user's interest level (Kelley, 
paragraph 78, lines 1-3: "automatic display of the information (e.g. action module frames) in 
the Content Pane (33) is filtered and sorted according to the user's interest level in an 
object."). 



Kelley doesn't explicitly teach where the means of filtering of research reports is based on at 
least a measure of the contributors' past performance. Reese, however, discloses where 
reports containing investment security recommendations could include the performance of the 
recommenders or contributors (Reese, Abstract, lines 2-3: "automatically generate displays or 
reports containing investment security or element recommendations" and lines 8-10: "The 
aforementioned reports could additionally include the performance of the recommenders."). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
expand the methodology of Kelley to include the means where the filtering of research reports 
is based on at least a measure of the contributors' past performance. One of ordinary skill in 
the art would have been motivated to expand the methodology of Kelley in this manner for the 
purpose of allowing a user to be informed as to which research source has the better 
investment performance record as well as better understand the risk(s) of the security the 
user may be interested in. 
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10. Applicant's arguments with regard to independent claim 11 (Section "C"), has been considered 
but is unpersuasive. The examiner is also assuming that the applicant's conclusion regarding 
independent claim "22" and dependent claim "22" is a typographical error and that applicant is 
actually referring to independent claim "11" and dependent claim "12" instead. Applicant 
further argues that the examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness for 
claim 11. Applicant further asserts that pop-up (70) as disclosed by Kelley (figure 7) does not 
comprise an icon that, when selected by a user, enables the user to access a corresponding 
research report. The examiner respectfully disagrees and refers applicant to the rejection 
argument below wherein Kelley teaches the following limitations: a computer-implemented 
system for helping users efficiently identify and access research reports for one or more 
securities, the system comprising means for simultaneously displaying, in a graphical user 
interface: 

(I) A listing of research report objects corresponding to research reports authored by one or 
more contributors, wherein the research report objects comprise icons that, when selected 
by a user, enable the user to access the corresponding research reports', disclosing, by 
means of an example, a computer screen user interface displaying stock ticker objects 
(Kelley, figure 7); wherein users can specify the actions they wish to perform on certain 
objects (Kelley, paragraph 37, lines 3-5: "users obtain information they need by first 
addressing their attention to the objects of interest, such as listings on a computer screen 
user interface. Then, the users specify what actions they wish to perform on those 
objects"); and further wherein the user is able to select a link (e.g. an icon, object) in the 
web browser display for retrieval and access of any necessary information (Kelley, 
paragraph 96, lines 1-3: "user selects a link (e.g. an icon, object, workspace tab, GeoMap 
region, item in an action module frame, etc.)" and paragraph 97, lines 10-13: "appropriate 
action module is executed (99) with retrieval or access of any necessary information"); 

(II) Means for enabling a user to obtain additional information about a research report prior to 
accessing the research report; disclosing an embodiment with a context pane view from 
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which an informational object may be selected and an available task for that object 
executed such as, for example, getting a current quote for a selected financial instrument 
(see at least paragraph 30, lines 1-3 and paragraph 32, lines 7-9). 

Kelley doesn't explicitly teach the system comprising means for simultaneously displaying, in a 
graphical user interface, historical performance data for the one or more contributors; Reese, 
however, discloses, by means of an example, a computer screen user interface simultaneously 
displaying a listing of research report objects (stock ticker symbol) corresponding to research 
recommendations presented by several contributors (source of recommendation) along with 
historical performance ratings represented by star symbols for each contributor (Reese, figure 
4). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
expand the methodology of Kelley to include the system comprising means for simultaneously 
displaying, in a graphical user interface, historical performance data for the one or more 
contributors. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to expand the 
methodology of Kelley in this manner for the purpose of organizing the report in such a way 
that the information is easy to read and is useful in helping make an investment decision. 
Given the above reasoning, a prima facie case of obviousness has been established. 

11. Applicant's arguments with regard to independent claim 13 (Section "D"), has been 
considered but is unpersuasive. The examiner is also assuming that the applicant's conclusion 
regarding independent claim "23" is a typographical error and that applicant is referring to 
independent claim "13" instead. Applicant further argues that neither Figure 4 nor Figure 13 of 
Reese simultaneously display the following for a selected contributor: 

(i) a list of some or all securities covered by the contributor; 

(ii) the contributor's current prediction for one or more fiscal events for each security listed; 
(Hi) at least one measure of the contributor's historical performance for each security listed; 
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(iv) research report objects corresponding to one or more research reports authored by the 
contributor for each security listed. 

The examiner respectfully disagrees and points out that in Figure 13 (Reese) the user is 
prompted to enter the name of a contributor or recommender upon which the recommender's 
recommendations can be viewed or displayed. In Figure 4 (Reese), a display is shown 
summarizing a recommender's current prediction ("Article Summarization") for a given 
security ("Western Digital Corp."). The recommender's historical performance is represented 
by the use of "star" rating symbols (e.g. four "star" rating for William Miller). Furthermore, 
each contributing recommender is underlined indicating the possibility of being clicked upon as 
an object to bring up or download article recommendations authored by the contributor for 
each particular security listed. As such, both Figure 4 and Figure 13 disclose the above 
limitations of claim 13. 

12. With regard to independent claim 19 (Section "E"), the applicant argues that neither Figure 4 
nor Figure 13 of Reese simultaneously display the following for a selected security: 

(i) a list of contributors having current predictions for a selected fiscal event for the security; 

(ii) current predictions for the security from each contributor listed; 

(Hi) a measure of each contributor's historical performance for the security; 
(iv) research report objects corresponding to one or more research reports authored by each 
contributor listed for the security. 

The examiner respectfully disagrees and points out that in Figure 4 (Reese), a display is 
shown listing several recommenders along with their current predictions for a given security. A 
display is also shown summarizing a recommender's current prediction ("Article 
Summarization") for a given security ("Western Digital Corp."). The recommender's historical 
performance is represented by the use of "star" rating symbols (e.g. four "star" rating for 
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William Miller). Each contributing recommender is further underlined indicating the option of 
being clicked upon as an object to bring up or download article recommendations authored by 
the contributor for each particular security listed. As such, Figure discloses the above 
limitations of claim 19. 

13. With regard to dependent claims 2-4, 6-10, 12, 14-18 and 20-24, the applicant's arguments 
stand unpersuasive in light of the rejection of independent claims from which the above claims 
depend. Furthermore, with regard to the applicant's assertion that the cited references do not 
teach or suggest all limitations of the subject claims, the examiner respectfully disagrees and 
points to the rejections of the claims below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC §102 

14. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis 
for the rejections under this section made in this office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) The invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country 
or in public use or sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for 
patent in the United States. 



15. 



Claim s 13-16 and 19-22 are rejected under U.S.C. 103ra) as being unpatentable over R eese r 
U.S. Patent 6 r 236,980. 
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16. As per claim 13, Reese teaches the following limitations: a computer-implemented system for 
helping users efficiently identify and access research reports for one or more securities, the 
system comprising: means for enabling a user to select a contributor (see at least figure 4); 
and, means for simultaneously displaying, in a graphical user interface (see at least figure 4): 



a list of some or all securities covered by a contributor; disclosing a computer screen user 
interface displaying a listing of recommendations for a given list of securities covered by a 
recommender or contributor (see at least figure 13); 

the contributor's current prediction for one or more fiscal events for each security listed; 
disclosing a computer screen user interface displaying target data predictions for a given 
security (see at least figure 4); 

at least one measure of the contributor's historical performance for each security listed; 
disclosing a computer screen user interface displaying historical performance ratings by 
means of symbology for a given security (see at least figure 4); and, . 
■ research report objects corresponding to one or more research reports authored by the 
contributor for each security listed; disclosing a computer screen user interface displaying 
a listing of research report objects by means of stock ticker symbols (see at least figure 
4). 



17. As per claim 19, Reese teaches the following limitations: a computer-implemented system for 
helping users efficiently identify and access research reports for one or more securities, the 
system comprising: means for enabling a user to select a security (see at least figure 14, box 
338); and, means for simultaneously displaying, in a graphical user interface (see at least 
figure 4): 

■ a list of contributors having current predictions for a selected fiscal event for the security; 
disclosing a computer screen user interface displaying a listing of recommendations for a 
given list of securities covered by a recommender or contributor (see at least figure 13); 
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■ current predictions for the given security from each contributor listed; disclosing a 
computer screen user interface displaying target data predictions for a given security (see 
at least figure 4); 

a measure of each contributor's historical performance for the given security; disclosing a 
computer screen user interface displaying historical performance ratings by means of star 
symbols for a given security (see at least figure 4); and, 

research report objects corresponding to one or more research reports authored by each 
contributor listed for the given security; disclosing a computer screen user interface 
displaying a listing of research report objects by means of stock ticker symbols (see at 
least figure 4). 

18. As per claims 14 and 20, Reese teaches the system of claims 13 and 19 as described above. 
Reese further teaches the system wherein the current prediction comprises an earnings 
estimate; disclosing the use of various reasons such as expected earnings increases in support 
of a recommendation for a given security (see at least column 64, lines 14-24). 

19. As per claims 15 and 21, Reese teaches the system of claims 13 and 19 as described above. 
Reese further teaches the system wherein the current prediction comprises a 
recommendation; disclosing a computer screen user interface displaying the recommendation 
made by a recommendation source (see at least figure 4). 
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20. As per claims 16 and 22, Reese teaches the system of claims 13 and 19 as described above. 
Reese further teaches the system wherein the measure of each contributors' historical 
performance for the given security comprises at least one of a measure of estimate accuracy 
for each contributor for the given security, or a measure of profitability of stock ratings for 
each contributor for the given security; disclosing the use of target data information which 
includes the price that the recommender predicted the price of the security selected would 
reach and the date that this price would be realized, in their opinion; wherein such target data 
provides the user with information as to what they might be expected to gain or lose from the 
recommendation of the recommender (see at least column 17, lines 24-31); further wherein 
the performance of each recommendation is statistically analyzed over a multitude of 
predetermined date ranges in order to determine whether or not a recommender's 
recommendations have consistently performed well on an individual basis over a particular 
time frame (see at least column 26, lines 47-59). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

21. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office Action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to 
which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in 
which the invention was made. 
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22. Claims 1-12 are re j ected under U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kelley et al., U.S. 
Publication 2003/0084059 in view of Reese r U.S. Patent 6 f 236 f 980. 

23. As per claim 1, Kelley teaches the following limitations: a computer-implemented system for 
helping users efficiently identify and access research reports for one or more securities, the 
system comprising: 

means for accessing research reports for a plurality of contributors; disclosing a 
centralized processing method on a web server which accesses a plurality of information 
sources (see at least paragraph 31, lines 1-3); wherein information from such various 
sources are incorporated into a webpage (see at least paragraph 34, lines 3-6); and, 
further wherein such information pertains to research material utilized by professional 
users in research-intensive fields including investors, purchasing agents, sales people, 
traders and technical support staff (see at least paragraph 4, lines 1-4 and paragraph 16, 
lines 1-3); 

■ means for filtering the research reports; disclosing where filtering is used to ensure that 
relevant and appropriate data is presented most prominently (see at least paragraph 34, 
lines 5-8); and wherein such filtered information is sorted according to the user's interest 
level (see at least paragraph 78, lines 1-3). Kelley doesn't explicitly teach where the 
means of filtering of research reports is based on at least a measure of the contributors' 
past performance, Reese, however, discloses where reports containing investment 
security recommendations could include the performance of the recommenders or 
contributors (see abstract, lines 2-3 and lines 8-10). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to expand the methodology of Kelley to 
include the means where the filtering of research reports is based on at least a measure of 
the contributors' past performance. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to expand the methodology of Kelley in this manner for the purpose of allowing 
a user to be informed as to which research source has the better investment performance 
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record as well as better understand the risk(s) of the security the user may be interested 
in; and, 

■ means for displaying, in a graphical user interface, a filtered listing of research report 
objects corresponding to the research reports that have been filtered; disclosing a 
computer screen user interface where the users can specify the actions they wish to 
perform on certain objects (see at least paragraph 37, lines 3-5); and wherein information 
filtered and sorted according to the user's interest level is automatically displayed (see at 
least paragraph 78, lines 1-4). 

24. As per claim 5, Kelley teaches the following limitations: a computer-implemented system for 
helping users efficiently identify and access research reports for one or more securities, the 
system comprising; 

■ means for filtering research reports (see at least paragraph 34). 

* 

■ means for simultaneously displaying, in a graphical user interface, a listing of research 
report objects corresponding to research reports authored by one or more contributors; 
disclosing, by means of an example, a computer screen user interface displaying stock 
ticker objects (see at least figure 7). 

Kelley doesn't explicitly teach wherein the filtered research reports are for a plurality of 
contributors based on at least a measure of the contributors' past performance. Reese, 
however, discloses wherein the aforementioned reports could include reports containing 
investment security recommendations and where such reports could include the performance 
of the recommenders (see at least Abstract). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine the teaching of Reese with that of Kelley 
as discussed above for the motivation of showing which recommender may have the best 
investment record (Reese, column 1, line 29). 
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Kelley also doesn't explicitly teach the system comprising means for simultaneously 
displaying, in a graphical user interface, historical performance data for one or more 
contributors. Reese, however, discloses, by means of an example, a computer screen user 
interface simultaneously displaying a listing of research report objects (stock ticker symbol) 
corresponding to research recommendations presented by several contributors (source of 
recommendation) along with historical performance ratings (star symbol rating) for each 
contributor (see at least figure 4). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to expand the methodology of Kelley to include the system 
comprising means for simultaneously displaying, in a graphical user interface, historical 
performance data for the one or more contributors. One of ordinary skill in the art would have 
been motivated to expand the methodology of Kelley in this manner for the purpose of 
organizing the report in such a way that the information is easy to read and is useful in 
helping make an investment decision. 



25. As per claim 11, Kelley teaches the following limitations: a computer-implemented system for 
helping users efficiently identify and access research reports for one or more securities, the 
system comprising means for simultaneously displaying, in a graphical user interface: 

■ a listing of research report objects corresponding to research reports authored by one or 
more contributors, wherein the research report objects comprise icons that, when selected 
by a user, enable the user to access the corresponding research reports; disclosing, by 
means of an example, a computer screen user interface displaying stock ticker objects 
(see at least figure 7); and wherein users can specify the actions they wish to perform on 
certain objects (see at least paragraph 37, lines 3-5); and wherein the user is able to 
select a link (e.g. an icon, object) in the web browser display for retrieval and access of 
any necessary information (see at least paragraph 96, lines 1-3 and paragraph 97, lines 
10-13). 
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■ means for enabling a user to obtain additional information about a research report prior to 
accessing the research report; disclosing an embodiment with a context pane view from 
which an informational object may be selected and an available task for that object 
executed such as, for example, getting a current quote for a selected financial instrument 
(see at least paragraph 30, lines 1-3 and paragraph 32, lines 7-9). 

Kelley doesn't explicitly teach the system comprising means for simultaneously displaying, in a 
graphical user interface, historical performance data for the one or more contributors; Reese, 
however, discloses, by means of an example, a computer screen user interface simultaneously 
displaying a listing of research report objects (stock ticker symbol) corresponding to research 
recommendations presented by several contributors (source of recommendation) along with 
historical performance ratings (star symbol rating) for each contributor (see at least figure 4). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
expand the methodology of Kelley to include the system comprising means for simultaneously 
displaying, in a graphical user interface, historical performance data for the one or more 
contributors. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to expand the 
methodology of Kelley in this manner for the purpose of organizing the report in such a way 
that the information is easy to read and is useful in helping make an investment decision. 

26. As per claims 2 and 7, Kelley in view of Reese teaches the system of claims 1 and 5 as 
described above. Kelley further teaches the system wherein the research report objects 
comprise links that, when selected by a user, enable the user to access the corresponding 
research reports; disclosing where the user is able to select a link (e.g. an icon, object) in the 
web browser display for retrieval and access of any necessary information (see at least 
paragraph 96, lines 1-3 and paragraph 97, lines 10-13). 

27. As per claims 3 and 8, Kelley in view of Reese teaches the system of claims 2 and 7, as 
described above. Kelley further teaches the system wherein accessing a research report 
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comprises at feast one of purchasing, viewing, downloading, or printing the research report; 
disclosing the example where a trader selects a company of interest and then selects an action 
to obtain the latest analyst commentary regarding that company (see at least paragraph 37, 
lines 8-10). 

28. As per claims 4 and 10, Kelley in view of Reese teaches the system of claims 1 and 5 as 
described above. Kelley doesn't explicitly teach the system wherein the measure of the 
contributors' past performance comprises at ieast one of a measure of estimate accuracy for 
each contributor on one or more securities, or a measure of profitability of stock ratings for 
each contributor on one or more securities. Reese, however, discloses the use of target data 
information which includes the price that the recommender predicted the price of the security 
selected would reach and the date that this price would be realized, in their opinion; wherein 
such target data provides the user with information as to what they might be expected to gain 
or lose from the recommendation of the recommender (see at least column 17, lines 24-31); 
further wherein the performance of each recommendation is statistically analyzed over a 
multitude of predetermined date ranges in order to determine whether or not a 
recommender's recommendations have consistently performed well on an individual basis over 
a particular time frame (see at least column 26, lines 47-59). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to expand the methodology of 
Kelley to include the system wherein the measure of the contributors' past performance 
comprises at least one of a measure of estimate accuracy for each contributor on one or more 
securities, or a measure of profitability of stock ratings for each contributor on one or more 
securities. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to expand the 
methodology of Kelley in this manner for the purpose of aiding in determining whom to follow 
or what strategy to follow. 

29. As per claim 6, Kelley in view of Reese teaches the system of claim 5 as described above. 
Kelley doesn't explicitly teach the system wherein current predictions for the one or more 
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contributors are also simultaneously displayed with the research report objects and historical 
performance data. Reese, however, discloses, by means of an example, a computer screen 
user Interface simultaneously displaying a listing of research report objects (stock ticker 
symbol) corresponding to research recommendations (target data) presented by several 
contributors (source of recommendation) along with historical performance rating (star symbol 
rating) for each contributor (see at least figure 4). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to expand the methodology of Kelley to 
include the system wherein current predictions for the one or more contributors are also 
simultaneously displayed with the research report objects and historical performance data. 
One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to expand the methodology of 
Kelley in this manner for the purpose of organizing the report in such a way that the 
information is easy to read and is useful in helping make an investment decision. 



30. As per claim 9, Kelley in view of Reese teaches the system of claim 7 as described above. 
Kelley further teaches the system comprising means for enabling a user to obtain additional 
information about a research report prior to accessing the research report) disclosing an 
embodiment with a context pane view from which an informational object may be selected and 
an available task for that object executed such as, for example, getting a current quote for a 
selected financial instrument (see at least paragraph 30, lines 1-3 and paragraph 32, lines 7- 
9). 

31. As per claim 12, Kelley in view of Reese teaches the system of claim 11 as described above. 
Kelley further teaches the system wherein the additional information comprises at least one 
of: information about a contributor that authored the research report; information about 
entities with which the contributor that authored the research report is affiliated; or a preview 
of the research report (see at least paragraph 77, lines 1-3). 
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32. Claims 17-18 and 23-24 are rejected under U. S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Reese. 
U.S. Patent 6 r 236.980 in view of Kelley et al,, U.S. Publication 2003/0084059. 

33. As per claims 17 and 23, Reese teaches the system of claims 13 and 19 as described above. 
Reese doesn't explicitly teach the system wherein the research report objects comprise links 
that, when selected by a user, enable the user to access the corresponding research reports. 
Kelley, however, discloses where the user is able to select a link (e.g. an icon, object) in the 
web browser display for retrieval and access of any necessary information (see at least 
paragraph 96, lines 1-3 and paragraph 97, lines 10-13). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to expand the methodology of Reese to 
include the system wherein the research report objects comprise links that, when selected by 
a user, enable the user to access the corresponding research reports. One of ordinary skill in 
the art would have been motivated to expand the methodology of Reese in this manner for the 
purpose of providing means for the user to obtain additional information. 

34. As per claims 18 and 24, Reese teaches the system of claims 13 and 19, as described above. 
Reese doesn't explicitly teach the system wherein accessing a research report comprises at 
feast one of purchasing, viewing, downloading, or printing the research report, Kelley, 
however, discloses the example where a trader selects a company of interest and then selects 
an action to obtain the latest analyst commentary regarding that company (see at least 
paragraph 37, lines 8-10). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to expand the methodology of Reese to include the system wherein 
accessing a research report comprises at least one of purchasing, viewing, downloading, or 
printing the research report. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to 
expand the methodology of Reese in this manner for the purpose of allowing a user to perform 
a variety and plurality of actions against a particular object that the user may be interested in. 
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Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of 
time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from the 
mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date 
of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH 
shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory 
action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the 
mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire 
later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should be 
directed to Clifford Madamba whose telephone number is 571-270-1239. The examiner can normally 
be reached on Mon-Thu 7:30-5:00 EST Alternate Fridays. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Kambiz 
Abdi, can be reached at 571-272-6702. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained 
from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available 
through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the 
Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800- 
786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Clifford Madamba 
Patent Examiner 
October 22, 2007 
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